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RE: Fire Protection Exita from Surface Fasilities

Hecently an operaier was cited for ot naving two (2) separate ard

gistnot axils from a8 nowly construciod lood oo faciijty,

The perinent pa~ of §22A-2-53020(3) reads: Al least two exitz shall
te proviced For evary floor of fipples and cdleaning plants constructsc 2fer the
effective dale of this section.” ... Tms language became sffectve in 186,

The purpose of e referenced language cbvicusly is O nsurs safe
egress from the area of the faciily if a fire should ocour, by regquired wo (2]
exils, aworker could sEl escape, ever: if one were blockes by a firs.

The cited oparatar in th's matter chglenged the sgency's findings in our
citatficn claiming; 1) neither they nor the corteactor was awase of the larguage
of E22A-2-53[c)®; 2 the language is ambigusus and could be read fo
exclude ‘oad cut facilities: and 3 aven if thelr challenge was denied, it would
be economically unfaasicle to go back now and eensiruct a second exit from the

facility.

Tre Dirzctar's findings in this maiter is, the larguage of §22A-2-53(C](3)
iz titlad “Rampe; lipples; cleaning zlants; other surface areas”. Thig language
clearly requires "gt least bwo sxils”, and clearly covers lpad out Facilities as par
of tha intanded "other surface sress”. Farther. it is the Director's findings, that
ta requre this pperatcn o naw conslruct a seconc exit woulo creale an
econormic hardship for the ogeration.

fince the overmiding concem in this matter waulc b the safety of the
workers, and since the referencad provisions relate o fre protection, MASAT
allowed the operator ‘o seek an interpretation from the Weast Virgnia Fire
Marshal's Office, and vyields 0 {1er fincinps in thiz particalar preblam.
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The decisicn of the Fire Marshal’s Office is thal on all levels abova tha
cperator's statien, a single means of egress is acceptable to that office.

It should be noted that the state fire marshal’s decision in this matter was
directez at this particular opersior's problem only. 1 is the Direclora
understanding that any fulure fire marshal's decizionz asz 1o whether two exits
will e required or not, wil be decided on the merits of each guestion raised.

Accondingly, any new surface facility where construcion begins sfter
May 10, 1995, wili be required to have st least two separate and distinct exits
from eack floor of the facility. Al sxisting facilties and those almeady under
construction will not be required to have two separste exils, if they do not
glready have them in place cor under conafruction.

. Again, I'want to be gbsolutely clear, this interpretaton is net inlended in
lieu of or fo supplemen: any decision of the West Virginia Fire Marshal's Cifice
relating to this matter

If you have any question:s regarding this interprelation, please contact
me of Doug Canaway at the Charleston athce.
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